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APPEAL BRIEF 

L REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 
This application is assigned to International Business Machines Corporation, of Armonk, 
New York. 

n. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 
There are no related appeals or interferences. 

HL STATUS OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-43 are pending in the AppKcation, with claims 1, 5, 13, 23, 27, 33, 40 and 42 
being once amended. All pending claims stand rejected, and are now on appeal. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 
No amendments have been filed subsequent to final rejection (Paper No. 10). 
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V. STTMMARY QF HT ATMRD S T mTF.nT MATTER 
AppUcants' invention is generally directed to the management of hardware components in 
a computer system through a graphical user interface. In particular, embodiments of the 
invention display a pictorial representation of the physical configuration of a plurahty of 
hardware components in a physical computer system. In addition, to faciUtate the management 
of the hardware components, functionaUty is supported for displaying a selected status for 
multiple of such hardware components, which may permit, for example, hardware components 
sharing common attributes or characteristics to be identified in an efficient and intuitive manner. 
In addition, such a configuration may permit collective management operations to be performed 
on all selected hardware componaits, thus facilitating hardware management tasks where 
multiple components need to be configured in the same manner, and without requiring that each 
such componoit be configured via a separate operation. 

Fig. 10 of the application (reproduced below), illustrates an exemplary pictorial 
representation of a physical computer system as might be generated by an embodiment of the 
invention. In particular. Fig. 10 iUustrates the disk units on a multi-user computer such as an 
AS/400 midrange computer available firom International Business Machines Corporation: 
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Fig. 10 illustrates pictorial representations of a pair of towers 1 and 2. It may also be seen 
that each tower includes a pair of diagrams representing different views of the same tower. For 
tower 1, diagram 144 represents a front view, while diagram 146 depicts a left side view. 
Likewise, for tower 2, a diagram 148 displays a front view, while a diagram 1 50 displays a left 
side view. A wide variety of hardware components. e.g., disk units, are represented within each 
diagram at 154 in such a manner that the physical locations of those units within the actual 
towers are readily ascertainable by technical personnel. (AppUcation, p. 18, 11. 25-28). 

As noted above, one important aspect of the invention is the indication of a selected 
status of multiple hardware components in a pictorial representation. In the case of the system 
illustrated in Fig. 10, for example, this indication is provided in the form of highlightmg, as 
represented at 156a-156e. Of note, this highlighting is applied to those portions of the pictorial 
representation that depict the physical configurations of the selected components (Id.) 

The selection of individual hardware components may be performed in response to user 
input directed to the pictorial representations of those components. e.g., by pointing a mouse at a 
pictorial representation and clicking a mouse button. Another manner of selecting hardware 
components, however, is that of selecting all hardware components meeting a particular fiUer 
criterion, e.g., by comparing attributes of the hardware components with the filter criterion. For 
example, a user may wish to input a fiUer or search criterion, e.g., via a dialog box or other user 
input control, to perform different types of searches on the available hardware components (e.g., 
select all disk units that are 80GB in size). 

Also, in addition to the user input of search or filter criterion, a component manager may 
define one or more predetermined "views" associated with particular filter critwion, e.g., for 
viewing different types of objects such as disk drives, network ad^tors, work station controllers, 
etc. (Application, p. 17, 11. 1 1-23). A filtar criterion may be selected fix>m a plurality of 
predetermined filter criteria with each filter criterion associated with a predetemiined view 
among a plurality of views. As described, for example, at page 17 of the Application, by 
providing multiple filter criteria, different views may be defined to view different ^es of 
components, e.g., disk drives, network adapters, work station controllers, etc. 
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In addition, where multiple diagrams are supported, fimctionaUty may be provided to hide 
any diagrams not associated with any selected hardware components. By doing so. widely 
different views may be displayed based upon the context of what information a user is attempting 
to obtain, offering greater flexibiUty and reducing the complexity of a pictorial representation m a 
sophisticated computer system. (AppUcation. p. 16, 11. 3-3, p. 17, U. 24-30). 

Another aspect of the inv^tion relates to perfonning management operations on multiple 
hardware components collectively. For example, where multiple haniwaTe are components are 
selected in the mamier described above, a user may be permitted to collectively initiate 
management operations on all of the selected components so that the same operations are 
initiated for all of such components, even if the components are disposed in different computers. 
(Application, p. 22. 1. 25 to p. 23, 1. 1 0). A management operation may be performed, for 
example, on all of tiie multiple hardware components that have a selected statiis responsive to 
user input. (Application, p. 22. U. 13-14). 

Furthermore, where multiple hardware components are selected, it may be desirable to 
generate context-sensitive menus tiiat ^ply to one or more of the selected hardware components. 
Fig. 10 above, for example. Ulustrates a context menu 164 generated as a result of clicking on 
item 156c with a pointer 160. A variety of available actions maybe displayed to a user, e.g.. 
formatting a disk unit, formatting all selected disk units, performing a virus scan operation on the 
unit or performing a virus scan on all of the selected units, among a wide variety of other 
component-appropriate actions. (Id.). 

The aforementioned discussion provides a concise explanation of the subject matter of 
each independent claim involved in the appeal, as well as each dependent claim argued separately 
herein, as required by 37 CFR §41.37(c)(l)(v). However, as none of the claims recite any means 
plus fiinction or step plus fimction elements, AppUcants have not provided any discussion of the 
structures, materials or acts in the Apphcation that correspond to such elements, as would 
otherwise be required by the aforementioned provision. 
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VI. OT^OT INDS OF PRTRmON TO ttFVTEWE^O ON APP^ 

A, Claims 1-6, 8-13, 15-20, 23-28, 30-33, 35-38 and 40-41 stand rejected under 

35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No, 6,664,985 to Bormann 
et al. (hereinafter 5(7rmfln«). 

B. Claims 7, 14-15, 21-22, 29, 34, 39 and 42-43 stand rejected under 35 US.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Bormann and U.S. Patent No. 5,768,552 to 
Jacoby (hereinaft^ Jacoby). 

VIL ARGUMENT 

Applicants respectfuUy submit that the Examiner's rejections of claims 1-43 are not 
supported on the record, and should be reversed. 

A, Claims 1-6, 8-13. 15-20. 23-28, 30-33. 35- 38 and 40-41 were improperly rejected as 
beinp anticina t ^ bv Bormann , 

The Examiner argues that Bormann anticipates all of claims 1-6, 8-13, 15-20, 23-28, 30- 
33, 35-38 and 40-41. Anticipation of a claim under 35 U.S.C, §102, however, requires that "each 
and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art reference," Verdegaal Bros.. Inc. v. Union Oil Co.> 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
Cir, 1987), quoted in In re Robertson. 49 USPQ2d 1949, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Absent express 
description, anticipation under inherency requires extrinsic evidence that makes it clear that "the 
missing descriptive matter is necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, and that 
it would be so recognized by persons of ordinary skill," Continental Can Co. v. Monsanto CcL. 
20 USPQ2d 1746, 1749 (Fed. Cir. 1991), quoted in In re Robertson at 1951. "Inherency, 
however, may not be established by probabilities or possibilities. The mere fact that a certain 
thing may result from a given set of circumstances is not suflBcient." Continental Can at 1749, 
quoted in In re Robertson at 195 1 . 
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Applicants respectfully submit that Bormann does not disclose the various features 
recited in claims 1-6, 8-13, 15-20, 23-28, 30-33, 35-38 and 40-41, and as such, the rejections 
thereof should be reversed. Applicants will hereinafter address the various claims that are the 
subject of the Examiner's rejection in order. 

Tn4e pendent Clnims L 23 and 40 

The Examiner argues that Bormann anticipates claims 1, 23 and 40. Applicants 
respectfully submit, however, that Bormann fails to disclose each and every aspect recited in 
these claims, and therefore the Examiner's rejection under 35 U.S,C. §102(e) should be reversed. 
AppUcants will discuss method claim 1 prior to discussing claims 23 and 40 (directed 
respectively to an apparatus and a program product). 

In particular, claim 1 generally recites a method of managing computer hardware 
components. The method includes displaying a pictorial representation on a computer display, 
where the pictorial representation is associated with a pluraUty of hardware components and 
represents a physical configuration of each of the plurality of hardware components, and, in 
res ponse to user input, indicating a selected status for multiple hardware components firom the 
plurality of hardware components within the pictorial representation associated with the plurahty 
of hardware components. 

hi rejecting claim 1, the Examiner relies on Bormann^ and in particular, Fig. 4 and col. 3, 
lines 21-26, col. 4, Unes 27-33, and col. 6, lines 29-37. for allegedly disclosmg the indication of a 
selected status for multiple hardware components on a pictorial representation of a plurality of 
hardware components. However, it should be noted that Fig. 4 does not disclose a pictorial 
representation wi±in the context of claim 1 . Claim 1 defines a pictorial representation as 
representing "a physical configuration of each of [a] plurality of hardware components." Fig, 4 
of Bormanny on the other hand, discloses what is more properly characterised as a block diagram 
of a plurality of hardware components, as each component is represented as a block, with 
interconnections between components being represented by lines extending between the blocks. 
The physical look, as well as the relative physical placement, of individual components in the 
block diagram of Fig. 4, is not represented. 
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Applicants describe, for example, at page 10, lines 5-15. that apictorial representation 
"pictorially represent[s] the actual physical configuration of hardware components within [an] 
associated system," and "accurately depicts the relative placement and location of hardware 
components within a computer." In Fig. 4 of Bormann, it would be impossible to determine the 
physical location and relative placement of most of the components shown in the diagram, 
including, e.g., call processors CPO-CPll, Hubs 0-1. MAA's 0-1, Gateway Nodes 0-1, etc. 

Indeed, perhaps the strongest evidence that Fig. 4 of Bormann does not disclose a 
pictorial representation within the context of claim 1 comes from Bomami itself; specifically the 
discussion in the reference of "secondary windows" in connection with Figs. 5-6 (see. e.g., col. 5, 
line 66 to col. 6, line 37). Bormann quite clearly distinguishes the "secondary windows" of Figs. 
5-6 from the main window of Fig. 4, noting in connection with the secondary windows that 
"glyphs representing distributed switch processor components can be arranged to correspond to 
the physical layout of the components of the distributed switch processor." (col. 6, lines 2-5). Of 
note, however, there is no discussion in Bormann that Fig. 4 is or could be configured in a 
similar manner to these secondary windows. Thus, Applicants submit that Bormann does not 
disclose that Fig. 4 is a '^pictorial representation" as asserted by the Examiner. 

In the Final Office Action dated January 13, 2005, the Examiner responds in 1f4 that 
Bormann "points out that Figure 4 serves as a graphical representation of hardware components 
that are in the system, citing col. 4, lines 27-33. The fact that a representation is "graphical" falls 
far short of disclosing that a representation shows an actual physical configuration and relative 
placement and location of those components. Fig. 2 of the instant AppUcation, which shows a 
block diagram of an apparatus that implements the invention, is quite properly considered to 
serve as a "graphical representation" of a processor, a memory, user input, a network, a display, 
and mass storage, however, one of ordinary skUl in the art would never consider such a diagram 
to represent the actual physical configuration of such components. 

Claim 1 also recites that the indication of a selected status of multiple selected hardware 
components occurs in res ponse to user innut The components higbUghted in Fig. 4 of Bormann, 
however, are not selected in response to user input, but rather are highlighted to indicate various 
alann conditions (see col. 3. lines 21-26, cited by the Examiner, as well as col. 4, line 55 to col 5, 
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line 1 1). Given that alanns are associated with individual components, it should be evident that 
the fact that different components arc highUgbted in Fig. 4 ofBormann does not indicate a 
selected status for those multiple components in response to ys?r input, as required by claim 1 . 

Furthermore, while the Examiner has not argued as such, the "secondary windows" of 
Figs. 5 and 6 likewise feil to disclose the indication of a selected status for multiple hardware 
components in response to user input. In both figures, the multiple instances of highlighting are 
actually different depictions of the same component (note in Fig. 6 that the highUghts ai« both 
associated widi the component in slot 1 3). Furthermore, this highUghting is again based upon 
alarm conditions, which as noted above, are not analogous to a "selected status" in response to 
user input (see col. 4, line 55 to col 5. line 1 1). 

The Examiner argues in 114 of the aforementioned Final Office Action that "Bormann 
does disclose the use of automated selection of alarms, where certain components are highlighted 
by the system, but in addition to that Bormann does disclose allowing the user ability to select 
distinct hardware components." Of note, however, the Examiner never argues, nor could the 
Examiner argue, that Bormann discloses, the highlighting of the selected status of multiEle (rather 
than "distinct") hardware components in response to user input. 

The Examiner also cites col. 6, lines 28-36 in the same paragraph of the aforementioned 
Final Office Action, arguing that user input is used to choose hardware components, and tiiat 
Bormann discloses how multiple components have been selected by tfie user. H»e passage relied 
upon by the Examiner, however, merely discloses that a secondary window corresponding to a 
particular switch processor can be concurrently viewed with other windows, such as tiiat of 

another switch processor. 

Apparently, the Examiner argues tiiat tiie display of a secondary window conresponds to 
"selection" of a component, and tiiat tiie secondary windows represent indications of "selected 
status". Applicants respectfiilly submit, however, tiiat tiie opening of a secondary window does 
not correspond to "indicating a selected status for multiple hardware components . . . witiiin [a] 
pictorial representation," as required by claim 1. The secondary windows are separate fifom the 
diagram used to initiate tiie selection of a component (e.g.. Fig. 4), so tiiere is no indication of a 
selected status witiiin fliat diagram. Moreover, as noted above, tiie diagram at issue is not a 
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pictorial representation, but rather a block diagram that fails to display the relative placement and 
location of hardware components. ITius, Applicants submit that the opening of secondary 
windows in Bormann fails to disclose the indication of a selected status for multiple hardware 
components in response to user input and within a pictorial representation, as per claim 1 . 

The Examiner has therefore failed to establish anticipation of claim 1 by Bormann. The 
rejection of claim 1 should therefore be reversed. 

Moreover, AppUcants respectfully submit that claim 1 is also non^bvious over Bormann 
as there is no suggestion in the reference, or elsewhere in the prior art, of the desirabiUty of 
providing the ability for a user to select multiple hardware components and have the selected 
status of such components displayed on a pictorial representation. 

Kprima facie showing of obviousness requires that the Examiner establish that the 
differences between a claimed invention and the prior art "are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art." 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Such a showing requires that all claimed features be 
disclosed or suggested by the prior art, along with objective evjdgpce of tiie suggestion, teaching 
or motivation to combine or modify prior art references, as "[c]ombining prior art references 
without evidence of such a suggestion, teaching or motivation simply takes the inventor's 
disclosure as a blueprint for piecing together the prior art to defeat patentability - the essence of 
hindsight." TnrePembiczak. 50 USPQ2d 1614, 1617 (Fed. Cir. 1999). 

In the case of claim 1, the Examiner has provided no evidence of a motivation in the art 
to modify Bormann to support the indication of the selected status of multiple hardware 
components in a pictorial representation, where such indication is performed in response to user 
input. Applicants therefore respectfiilly submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. An indication of the aUowability of claim 1 is therefore respectfully 
requested. 

Next, with respect to independent claims 23 and 40, which respectively recite an 
qjparatus and a program product, each of these claims likewise recite the indication, in response 
to user input, of a selected status for multiple hardware components in a pictorial representation. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfiilly submit that claims 23 and 40 are novel and non-obvious 
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over Bormann and the other prior art of record for the same reasons as claim 1. Reversal of the 
Examiner's rejections, and allowance of claims 23 and 40. are therefore respectfully requested. 



riaims 2-4 a nd 24-26 

Claims 2-4 and 24-26 are not separately argued. 

Claims 5 and 27 

Claims 5 and 27 respectively depend &om claims 1 and 23, and each recites comparing 
attributes associated with apluraUty of hardware components against a filter criterion, and 
selecting those hardware components associated with attributes that match the filter criterion. Of 
note, each claims also recites that the pictorial representation continues to depict at least one non- 
selected hardware component after such selection. 

In rejecting these claims, the Examiner relies on Bormann, column 4, lines 40-45 and 
column 6, lines 29-37. Specifically, the Examiner argues that double cUcking a component to 
open a secondary window in Bormann (as described at col. 4, lines 40-45) is analogous to 
selecting a filter criterion and selecting those hardware components having attributes matching 
lhat criterion. It is apparently the Examiner's position that opening a secondary window for a 
particular component, which results in the display of sub-components of that component, 
operates much the same as a filter criterion. 

Applicants' claimed filter criterion, on the other hand, displays within a pictorial 
representation both components that meet a filter criterion and components that do not meet the 
criterion, with highlighting used to indicate which of those components meet the criterion. If the 
Bcaminer considers the main window of Fig. 4 to correspond to a pictorial representation, 
however, the opening of secondary windows does not display selected components that meet the 
filter criterion withm the pictorial representation, as noted above in connection with claims 1 , 23 
and 40. On the other hand, if the Examiner considers the secondary windows of Figs. 5 and 6 to 
correspond to pictorial representations, there is no disclosure in Bormann indicating that a filter 
criterion, much less user selection of multiple hardware components, can occur within a 
secondary window. 
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Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish 
anticipation of claims 5 and 27 by Boma««. Reversal of the Examiner's rejections, and 
allowance of the claims, are therefore respectfully requested. 



rJ qimsiS.10and30 

Claims 8-10 and 30 are not sqiarately argued. 

( ^ f/iims 11 and 31 

Qaims 1 1 and 31 each recite visually highlighting those portions of the pictorial 
representation that depict the physical configurations of multiple hardware components that have 
a selected status. In rejecting these claims, the Examiner relies on col. 3, lines 21-26 of 
Bormarm, which focuses merely on displaying alarm status. As AppUcants noted in connection 
with claims 1, 23 and 40, however, the displaying of an alarm status falls short of disclosing 
display of selected status in response to user input. Furthermore, if the Examiner takes the 
position that opening a secondary window that displays subcomponents of a component that is 
displayed in a main window corresponds to indicating a selected status, it should be noted that 
the secondary windows could not be considered to be visual highUghts of portions of a pictorial 
representation that depict the physical configurations of hardware components. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish 
anticipation of claims 11 and 31 hyBormann. Reversal of the Examiner's rejections, and 
allowance of the claims, are therefore respectftilly requested. 



Claims 12 and 32 

Claims 12 and 32 are not separately argued. 



Claims 13 and 33 

Claims 13 and 33 additionally recite the concept of performing a management operation 
on all of the multiple hardware components that have the selected status responsive to user input. 
As such, in the invention recited in these claims, a user is able to perform a given operation on 
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multiple hardware components in a collective manner, as opposed to having to separately 
perform such an operation individually on each component. 

The Examiner relies on column 6, lines 28-35 of Bomiann in rejecting these claims. The 
cited passage, however, merely discloses that a user may open multiple secondary windows, and 
that the user "can view, via the multiple windows. aU the information needed to perform 
maintenance tasks on the distributed switch and/or a distributed switch processor." TTiis passage, 
however, says nothing about performing a management operation on multiple selected hardware 
components. At most, the passage suggests that, with the information displayed about multiple 
components, a user can perform maintenance tasks on those components. Nothmg in the 
passage, however, suggests that those tasks could be performed collectively on multiple 
components at once, or even that maintenance tasks can even be initiated via the secondary 
windows. 

One significant benefit of the claimed feature is tiie ability to select multiple hardware 
components and then perform collective management operations on those components, which 
provides administrators with significantly greater flexibiUty for managing hardware components, 
and can significantiy reduce the amount of effort required compared to perfonning these 
operations separately for individual components. For example, as shown in Fig. 10 of the 
AppUcation (reproduced above), an administrator might be permitted to select multiple disk 
drives from a pictorial representation and then, through a common operation, fonnat all of those 
units in a single operation. Bormam discloses no functionality that is even arguably analogous 
to this claimed feature of claims 13 and 33. 

AppUcants therefore respectfully submit that claims 13 and 33 are not disclosed or 
suggested by Bormann, and the Examiner's rejection cannot be sustained. Reversal of the 
Examiner's rejections of claims 13 and 33, and allowance of these claims, are therefore 
respectfully requested. 

Claims I6-2 n, ^S-^R and 40-41 

Claims 16-20, 33, 35-38 and 40-41 are not separately argued. 
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B rii.img 7 14-15. 21-22. 29. 34. ^9 and 42-4? wpre improperly rejected bejpR 
un patentable over Borm ann and Jacobv. 

Claims 7 and 29 

Claims 7 and 29 additionally recite the concept of selecting a filter criterion from a 
pluraUty of predetermined filter criteria with each filter criterion associated with a predetermined 
view among a plurality of views. As described, for example, at page 17 of the Apphcation, by 
providing multiple filter criteria, different views may be defined to view different types of 
components, e.g., disk drives, networic adapters, work station controllers, etc. 

In rejecting these claims, the Examiner relies on Bormann and Jacoby. The Examiner 
admits that Bormann does not disclose the claimed concept; however, the Examiner relies on the 
scroll bars of Jacoby (Figs, 4-5 and the accompanying text at col. 8, Unes 6-37), arguing that 
manipulation of a network topology viewing window to display different components operates as 
a filter criterion. 

However, as noted above in connection with claims 5 and 27 (from which claims 7 and 
29 depend), the application of a filter criterion as recited in claims 5 and 27 requires that the 
pictorial representation continue to depict at least one non-selected hardware component. By the 
Examiner's own logic, where zooming and/or scrollmg through a network topology operates as a 
view with an associated filter criteria, the zooming and scrolling features supported by Jacoby by 
necessity display only those components that meet the criterion. Thus. Jacoby fails to disclose or 
suggest a view and associated filter criterion where at least one non-selected hardware 
component is also displayed. 

As such, AppUcants respectfiiUy submit that Jacoby fails to motivate one of ordmaiy skill 
in the art to modify Bormann to mcorporate multiple views with associated filter criteria, where 
at least one non-selected hardware component is depicted in a pictorial representation after 
j^lication of a filter criterion. Claims 7 and 29 are therefore non-obvious over the prior art of 
record. Reversal of tiie Examiner's rejections, and allowance of these claims, are tiierefore 
respectfully requested. 
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rinim.^ 14-15. 21-22. 34 and 39 

Claims 14-15, 21-22, 34 and 39 are not separately argued. 



Claim 42 

Claim 42 recites a method of managing computer hardware components, which includes 
accessing a plurality of computers to identify a plurality of hardware components resident in the 
plurahty of computers, dynamically generating a pictorial representation on a computer display, 
where the pictorial representation is associated with the plurality of computers and represents a 
physical configuration of each of the plurality of hardware components within the pluraUty of 
computers, and performing at least one management operation on multiple selected hardware 
components among the plurality of hardware components in response to user ii^ut directed to 
that portion of the pictorial representation that represents the physical configuration of one of the 
multiple selected hardware components. 

Thus, claim 42 is principally directed to the concept of performing at least one 
management operation on multiple selected hardware components in response to user input 
directed to a portion of a pictorial representation that represents the physical configuration of one 
of the multiple selected hardware components. 

The Examiner relies on Bormann, and in particular, col. 6, lines 28-36, for allegedly 
disclosing the performance of a management operation on multiple selected hardware 
components in response to user input directed to a representation of one of such components in a 
pictorial representation. As discussed above in connection with claims 13 and 33, this cited 
passage merely discloses that multiple windows can be concurrently viewed by an operator, and 
that an operator can perform multiple maintenance tasks. Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, 
the cited passage does not disclose performing a management operation on in\iltipl€ selected 
hawlware components, much less the performance of such an operation in response to ysei; input 
directed to a depiction of one of such selected hardwar e components. Put another way, there is 
nothing in Bormann that discloses the performance of a single management operation that affects 
multiple components. Likewise, there is nothing in Bormann that discloses a management 
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operation that affects multiple components in response to user input directed to a depiction of 
one of such components, 

Jacoby, which is cited by the Examiner merely to support the notion of distributing 
components among multiple computers, does not add anything to the rejection. In particular, 
Jacoby does not disclose the performance of a management operation on multiple hardware 
components in response to user input directed to a depiction of one of such components in a 
pictorial representation. 

The Examiner has presented no objective evidence of a motivation in the art to modify 
Bormann to incorporate support for a management operation that affects multiple selected 
hardware components. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 42 is non-obvious 
over the combination of Bormann and Jacoby. Reversal of the Examiner's rejection of claim 42, 
and allowance of the claim, are therefore respectfully requested. 



In conclusion, ^plicants respectfully request that the Board reverse the Examinees 
rejections of claims 1-43, and that the Application be passed to issue. If there are any questions 
regarding the foregoing, please contact the undersigned at 513/241-2324. Moreover, if any other 
charges or credits are necessary to complete this communication, please apply them to Deposit 
Account 23-3000. 



Claim 43 



Claim 43 is not separately argued. 



Vm. CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 



WOOD, HERRON & EVANS, L.L.P. 





Scott A. Stinebruner 
Reg. No. 38,323 



2700 Carew Tower 
441 Vine Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513) 241-2324 
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lY rf ATMSAPPEN PIV^ ATMS 0 1^*'>'>»^ A^ (S^»*>^<^^9 258^ 

1 . (Amended) A method of managing computer hardware components, the method 
comprising: 

(a) displaying a pictorial representation on a computer display, the pictorial 
representation associated with a plurality of hardware components and representing a 
physical configuration of each of the plurality of hardware components; and 

(b) in response to user input, indicating a selected status for multiple hardware 
components from the plurality of hardware components within the pictorial representation 
associated with the plurality of hardware components. 

2. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the pictorial representation includes a 
diagram of at least one enclosure within which the pluraUty of hardware components is disposed, 
the diagram further depicting a physical location of each of the plurality of hardware components 
in the enclosure. 

3. (Original) The method of claim 2, wherein the first diagram depicts a first view of the 
enclosure taken from a first viewpoint, and wherein the pictorial representation fijrther includes a 
second diagram depicting a second view of the enclosure taken from a second viewpoint. 

4. (Original) The method of claim 2, wherein at least one of the plurality of hardware 
components comprises an unused interface component configured to physically interconnect with 
another hardware component, the method fiirther comprising managing the unused interfece 
component through user iapvA directed to the pictorial representation. 

5. (Amended) The method of claim 1, wherein each of the plurality of hardware 
components is associated with at least one attribute, the method further comprising: 

(a) comparing attributes associated with the pluraUty of hardware components 
against a filter criterion; and 
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Claims Appendix : Claims on Appeal 09/659,258 
(b) selecting those hardware components associated with attributes that match the 
filter criterion, wherein the pictorial representation continues to depict at least one non- 
selected hardware component after such selection. 

6. (Original) The method of claim 5, further comprising generating the filter criterion 
responsive to usot input 

7. (Original) The method of claim 5, further comprising selecting the filter criterion from 
a plurality of predetermined filter criteria, each of the pluraUty of predetermined filter criteria 
associated with a predetermined view among a plurality of views. 

8. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein each hardware component is associated 
with a hardware type, and wherein the filter criterion identifies a selected hardware type, wherein 
selecting those hardware components includes selecting those hardware components associated 
with the selected hardware type. 

9. (Original) The method of claim 5, fiirther comprising updating the indication of the 
selected status for at least one of the multiple hardware components responsive to selection of 
those hardware components associated with attributes that match the filter criterion. 

10. (Original) The method of claim 5, wherein each of the plurality of hardware 
components is associated with at least one of a pluraUty of diagrams, each of which depicting a 
physical location of at least one of the plurality of hardware components, the method fiirther 
comprising displaying within the pictorial rq)resentation only tiiose diagrams from the plurality 
of diagrams that depict the physical location of at least one hardware component having a 
selected status. 

1 1 . (Original) The method of claim 1, fiirflier comprising visually highlighting those 
portions of the pictorial representation that depict the physical configurations of the multiple 
hardware components that have a selected status. 
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Claims Appendix: Claims on Appeal 09/659.258 

12. (Original) The method of claim 1, further comprising updating the status of a first 
hardware component among the pluraUty of hardware components to one of a selected and an 
unselected status responsive to user input directed to that portion of the pictorial representation 
that depicts the physical configuration of the first hardware component. 

13. (Amended) The method of claim 1, fiirther comprising performing a management 
operation on all of the multiple hardware components that have a selected status responsive to 
\iser input. 

14. (Original) The method of claim 13, wherein the multiple hardware components are 
physically located in a plurality of computers, wherem performing the management operation 
includes performing the management operation in each of the plurality of computers. 

15. (Original) The method of claim 14, wherein at least two of the plurality of computers 
utilize different types of computer platforms. 

16. (Original) The method of claim 1 , further comprising retrieving a list of available 
management operations associated with a first hardware component among the plurality of 
hardware components in response to user input directed to that portion of the pictorial 
representation that depicts the physical configuration of tiie first hardware component. 

17. (Original) The method of claim 16, wherein the user input includes user input to open 
a context sensitive menu, the method fiirther comprising: 

(a) displaying the list of available management operations within a context 

soisitive menu; and 

(b) initiating one of the available managemoit operations on the first hardware 
component responsive to user input durected to the context sensitive menu. 

1 8. (Original) The method of claim 1, fiirther comprising retrieving status information 
associated with a first hardware component among the plurality of hardware components in 
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Claim Appendix : Claims on Appeal 09/659,258 
response to user input directed to tbat portion of the pictorial representation that depicts the 
physical configuration of the first hardware component. 

19. (Original) The method of claim 18, wherein the user input includes locating a user- 
manipulated pointer over that portion of the pictorial representation that depicts the physical 
configuration of the first hardware component, the method fiirther comprising displaying the 
retrieved status mformation within a pop-up window disposed proximate that portion of the 
pictorial representation that depicts the physical configuration of the first hardware component. 

20. (Original) The method of claim 1 , wherein displaying the pictorial representation and 
indicating the selected status are performed on a first computer, and wherein each of the plurality 
of hardware components is physically located in the first computer. 

21. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein displaying the pictorial representation and 
indicating the selected status are performed on a first computer, and wherein at least a portion of 
the plurality of hardware conq)onents are physically located in a second computer in 
communication with the first computer. 

22. (Original) The method of claim 1, wherem each of the plurality of hardware 
components is disposed in a computer selected fix>m the group consisting of a single-user 
computer, a raulti-user computer, a clustered computer, a multi-unit computer, and combinations 
thereof. 



23. (Amended) An apparatus, comprising: 

(a) a memory; and 

(b) a program resident in the memory and configured to display a pictorial 
representation on a computer display, the pictorial representation associated with a 
plurality of hardware components and representing a physical configuration of each of the 
plurality of hardware components, the program fiirfher configured to indicate, in response 
to user input, a selected status for multiple hardware components from the plurality of 
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Claims Appendix : Claims on Appeal 09/659.258 
hardware components within the pictorial representation associated with the plurality of 
hardware components. 

24. (Original) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein the pictorial representation includes a 
diagram of at least one enclosure within which the pluraUty of hardware components is disposed, 
the diagram further depicting a physical location of each of the pluraUty of hardware components 
in the enclosure. 

25. (Original) The apparatus of claim 24, wherein the first diagram depicts a first view of 
the enclosure taken bom a first viewpoint, and wherein the pictorial representation further 
includes a second diagram depicting a second view of the enclosure taken from a second 
viewpoint. 

26. (Original) The apparatus of claim 24, wherein at least one of the plurality of 
hardware components comprises an unused mterface component configured to physically 
interconnect with another hardware component, wherein the program is fiirther configured to 
manage the unused interface component through user iiq>ut directed to the pictorial 
representation. 

27. (Amended) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein each of the plurality of hardware 
components is associated with at least one attribute, and wherein the program is further 
configured to compare attributes associated with the plurality of hardware components against a 
filter criterion, and select those hardware components associated with attributes that match the 
filter criterion, wherein the program is configured to display the pictorial representation dqpicting 
at least one non-selected hardware component after such selection. 

28. (Original) The apparatus of claim 27, wherein the program is further configured to 
goierate the filter criterion responsive to user input. 
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Claims Appendix: Claims on Appeal 09/659.258 

29. (Original) The apparatus of claim 27. wherein the program is further configured to 
select the filter criterion from a plurality of predetermined filter criteria, each of the plurality of 
predetermined filter criteria associated with a predetermined view among a pluraHty of views. 

30. (Original) The apparatus of claim 27, wherein each of the pluraUty of hardware 
components is associated with at least one of a plurality of diagrams, each of which depicting a 
physical location of at least one of the plurality of hardware components, wherein the program is 
further configured to display within the pictorial representation only those diagrams firom the 
plurality of diagrams that depict the physical location of at least one hardware component having 
a selected status. 

3 1 . (Original) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein the program is further configured to 
aUy highlight those portions of the pictorial representation that depict the physical 
figurations of the multiple hardware components that have a selected status. 



visu; 
con: 



32. (Original) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein the program is fiirther configured to 
update the status of a first hardware component among the phirality of hardware components to 
one of a selected and an unselected status responsive to user input directed to that portion of the 
pictorial representation that depicts the physical configuration of the first hardware component. 



33. (Amended) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein the program is further configured to 
perform a management operation on all of the multiple hardware components that have a selected 
status responsive to user input. 

34. (Original) The ^paratus of claim 33, wherein the nmltiple hardware components are 
physically located in a plurality of computers, wherein the program is fiirther configured to 
perform the management operation by performing the management operation in each of the 
plurality of computers. 
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Claims Appendix : Claims on Appeal 09/659.258 

35. (Original) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein the program is further configured to 
retrieve a Ust of available management operations associated with a first hardware component 
among the pluraUty of hardware components in response to user input directed to that portion of 
the pictorial representation that depicts the physical configuration of the first hardware 
component. 

36. (Original) The ^paratus of claim 35. wherein the user input includes user input to 
open a context sensitive menu, wherein the program is fiuUier configured to display the list of 
available management operations within a context sensitive menu, and initiate one of the 
available management operations on the first hardware component responsive to user input 
directed to the context soisitive menu. 

37. (Original) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein the program is further configured to 
retrieve status inforaiation associated with a first hardware component among the plurality of 
hardware components in response to user input directed to that portion of the pictorial 
representation that depicts the physical configuration of the first hardware component. 

38. (Original) The ^aratus of claim 23, wherein the program is resident on the same 
computer as the plurality of hardware components. 

39. (Original) The apparatus of claim 23, wherein at least one of the plurality of 
hardware components is physically located on a different computer firom that within which the 
program is resident. 

40. (Amended) A program product, comprising: 

(a) a program configured to display a pictorial representation on a computer 
display, the pictorial representation associated with a pluraUty of hardware components 
and representing a physical configuration of each of the plurality of hardware 
components, the program fiirther configured to indicate, in response to user input, a 
selected status for multiple hardware components firom the plurality of hardware 
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Claims Appendix : Claims on Appeal 09/659,258 
components within the pictorial representetion associated with the pluraUty of hardware 

components; and 

(b) a signal bearing medium bearing the program. 

41 . (Original) The program product of claim 40, wherein the signal bearing medium 
includes at least one of a recordable medium and a transmission medium. 

42. (Amended) A method of managing computer hardware components, the method 
comprising: 

(a) accessing a plurality of computers to identify a pluraUty of hardware 
components resident in the plurality of computers; 

(b) dynamically generating a pictorial representation on a computer display, the 
pictorial representation associated with the plurality of computers and representing a 
physical configuration of each of the pluraUty of hardware components within the 
plurality of computers; and 

(c) performing at least one management operation on multiple selected hardware 
components among the plurality of hardware components in response to user input 
directed to that portion of the pictorial representation that represents the physical 
configuration of one of the multiple selected hardware components. 

43. (Original) The method of claim 42, wherein each of the pluraUty of hardware 
components is associated with at least one attribute, and wherein each of the pluraUty of 
hardware components is associated with at least one of a pluraUty of diagrams, the method 
further comprising: 

(a) comparing attributes associated with the plurality of hardware components 
against a filter criterion; and 

(b) selecting those hardware components associated with attributes that match the 

filter criterioi^ 

wherein dynamically generating the pictorial representation includes displaying within the 
pictorial representation only those diagrams associated with the selected hardware components. 
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